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This research was conducted under project 23 13 , Research on Human Factors in
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PERFORJiIANCE APPRAISAL RATINGS: THE CONTENT ISSUE

I. INTRODUCtiO N

Much research done on ratings has been concerned with efforts to determine the best stimulus
statements to use in a rating situation. Unfortunately, in much of this research “best” has been defined in
terms of psychometric properties inherent in the ratings. Little research has been done employing external
criteria for evaluating rating statements.

This is one in a series of studies intended to help resolve the content issue of rating statements. This
study focuses on the relative merits of rating statements with content selected to represent different points
on a continuum from highly job-specific statements to person-oriented, trait-like statements. A context was
constructed which provides an opportunity to evaluate the usefulness of various sets of rating statements
against criteria external to the ratings, rather than the more traditional method of evaluating rating
statements in terms of their internal psychometric characteristics.

The generally accepted viewpoint is that the more specific observable behaviors are more accurately
rated than general personality descriptive statements. This viewpoint appears to be based mw e on the
selective appraisal of a narrow spectrum of studies than on an appraisal of all studies conducted in the field
(Kavanagh, 1971). in any case, the difficulties and controversial issues inherent in ratings have been well
documented (e.g., Barrett , 1966; Kavanagh, 1971; Ronan & Prien, 1971; Schmidt & Kaplan, 1971).

A popular scaling procedure designed to measure job performance is the Behavioral Expectation
Scales (BES) developed by Smith and Kendall (1963). In this procedure, the important performance
dimensions are identified and defined by a group of individuals responsible for evaluations. The scales are
anchored by actual job behaviors which represent specific performance leveLs . The BES has had
considerable intuitive appeal, and there have been many proponents of the technique (e.g., Campbell,
Dunnette, Arvey, Hellervik, 1973; Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler , & Weick , 1970; Dunnette, 1966; Landy,
Fan, San!, & Freytag, 1976; Zedeck & Blood, 1974). BES scales have also been developed for a variety of
occupations (e.g., Arvey & Hoyle, 1974; Landy Ct al., 1976; Smith & Kendall, 1963). This may account for
the belief that behavior-based rating statements are superior to trait-oriented statements.

Despite its popularity, a review of studies in which BES was compared to other formats does not
provide overwhelming support for the BES. Bumaska and Hollmann (1974), in examining the psychometric
characteristics of three different rating scale formats (BES, BES without anchors, and another set of a priori
dimensions), found no differences among the formats with respect to halo, rater bias, or leniency. They
concluded that “There is no evidence for superiority of any one format.” Other investigators (e.g.,
Dickinson & lice, 1973; Zedeck & Baker, 1972) have found little advantage in terms of discriminant or
convergent validity of BES obtained ratings. BES ratings have also been found to be non-transferable within
the same occupation from the original developed setting to another similar work setting (Borman & Vallon,
1974). The BES exhibited no superiority over a more simple scale (BES without anchors) on interrater
agreement and halo effect . In fact, the simpler scale showed significantly less leniency effect (lower
adjusted mean ratings and greater adjusted standard deviations) than the BES format. In short , the
literature does not provide overwhelming support for the superiority of BES over other scale formats.

Other popular methodologies include deriving rating scales based on patterns of job requirements
(McCormick, 1959) and the multitrait-multimethod approach to measuring job performance (Campbell &
Fiske, 1959). McCormick (1959) emphasizes the importance of using job-oriented and worker-oriented
statements primarily derived from job analysis techniques. Job-oriented statements describe the job
content, or what is accomplished by the worker (repair water pump, inspect lubrication system, drive
pickup truck, etc.). Worker .oriented statements tend to characterize generalized human behaviors or worker
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character ist ics which are usually desc riptive across many different jobs (observe visual displays, judge
coridnion or quality , manually pour ingredients into container . etc.). In the muItitraj t-rnt~timet hod
approach, data front many traits and raters are analyied fur convergent and discriminant validity (Caii~pbeIl
& Fiske, 1959). The concepts of convergent and discriminant validity, in the context of the Campbell and
Fiske paper , appear to apply primarily in situations where there is no clearly preferred single target or
criterion var iable available. Convergent validity is represented by the size of the correlations amoug data
sets from independent sources , such as separate raters , and discriminant validity is represented by the sit-c
of the correlations among different variables obtained from the same source, such as separate rating
statements from the same rater. Obviously, one prefers the convergent validity correlation coefficients to be
high and the discrinunant validity correlation coefficients to be low . In the rating situation, to the degree
that correlation coefficients representing discriminant validities are high , one suspects that a large amount
of halo error is present. The multitrait-multimethod approach offers evidence thai traits can be effective in
performance evaluation devices (Kavanagh, 1971; KeIley & Fiske, 1951). The BES and McCormick (1959)
approaches basically assume the superiority of behavior-based or task-oriented type dimensions. There is no
comparat ive evidence to indicate the superiority of any of the methodologies.

A common issue underlying all rating methodological approaches is the “content issue” defined by
Kavanagh (1971) as “the issue of the relative representativeness of traits . . . along a continuum ranging
from subjective to objective , abstract to concrete , or personality to performance .” He concluded that there
is no overw helming evidence to indicate the superiority of hehavior~based over trait-oriented dimensions.
He further suggests that contradictory findings across reliability and validity studies could be partially
attributed to a failure to resolve or control for the “content issue.” Resolution of this issue may give insight
into the effectiveness of various performance evaluation methodologies, particularly in relation to time and
cost expended. Settlemen t of this issue can also have significant explanatory value accounting for the
numerous contradictory findings that exist in performance appraisal research.

Kavanagh, MacKinney, and Wollins (1971) were the fIrst to directly address the content issue, using
the multirater-ntultimethod approach, by investigating middle managers using performance ratings from
su periors and two subordinates. They found more convergent validity for personal traits than performance
traits, but no difference for discriminant validity. Although the higher personal trail convergent validity was
accompanied by a greater degree of “halo,” the overall conclusion was that ratings of personal traits did as
well as the ratings of performance traits.

Since Kavanagh (1971), the content issue has been almost entirely ignored. Recently Borman and
Dunnette (1975) attempted to resolve the content issue by comparing behavior-based statements with
t rait-oriented statements. Their conclusions were, “at present little empi rical evidence exists supporting the
incremental validity of performance ratings made using behavior scales.” Unfortunately, there are
methodological problems associated with their study. They compared three different rating systems
(performance anchored, performance non-anchored, and trait-oriented statements obtained from the Naval
OffIcer Fitness Report), rather than just comparing three rating formats. Ln sum, the study did not directly
focus on the content issue of rating criteria, but rather on the effectiveness of three different rating
systems. Among other experimental diffIculties, they compared different num bers of rating statements
between treatments and included trait -like statements (integrity, responsibility, and dedication) within the
performance treatment category -

It seems clear, then, that the issue of the preferred content for rating statements has in no way been
resolved by previous research. This study is one in a series of studies using criteria external to the ratings to
attempt such a resolution. It is anticipated that this approach will be more effective in resolving the content
issue than were past studies that employed internal characteristics of the rating instrument as criteria for
judging the excellence of rating statements.

6
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LI. METHOD

Sample
One hundred twenty students assigned to the Air Training Command (ATC) NCO Academy at

L..ackland AFB Annex completed the rating tasks. The study included nine separate sem inar groups, each
consisting of I) or 14 nonco,nnussioned officers (Ebs to ti7s) whose length of military service was 10 to 17
years.

Rating Scales

The treatment conditions in this study varied across three different types of rating statements
(task.oriented. worker.oriented, and trait.oriented). Ten rating statements representing each of the three
different kinds of rating content were included in the study. These were determined by consultation with
instructors, administrative officials, and students. Previously conducted studies were also reviewed to
identify factors. Each of the 10 rating attributes was rated on a 5-point scale as follows:

WeU
Below Above Above

Average Avsraq Average Averas. Outstandi ng
Specific
Ratable
Attribute
Trait-oriented attributes also included a brief descriptive detinition. See Appendix A for a complete list and
description of the rating statements.

Rating Tasks

The research was conducted in two phases. In Phase I, each student rated all members in his seminar
group on one and only one of the three different types of statements—task -oriented, worker oriented, and
trait-oriented. This phase resulted in the generation of individual profiles based on the group’s evaluation of
each member on each of the (0 selected rating attributes.

In Phase II, about 2 weeks later , the experimenter handed out the profiles to the seminar group
without an identifying name on the profiles. Each subject was required to perform three tasks: first , he had
to rank-order the profiles according to predicted semInar class rank: second, he had to identify to whom
each profile belonged: and third, he had to predict the final school seminar dass rank of his seminar peers
without any regard to profile considerations. Subjects appeared unaware of the nature of the study until
Phase II research when they were asked to identify each of the profiles.

Research Approach and Rationale
Many studies into the relative efficiency of sets of rating statements have apparently started with a

basic set of assumptions. First , the raters are subject to leniency error resulting in elevated means and to
halo error revealed by small standard deviations among the ratings assigned. Since these two forms of rating
error are revealed by the indicated statistics, a study of means and standard deviations forms a basis for
comparison among sets of rating statements which may be used to distinguish among sets as to their
goodness. Second, if rating statements are meaningful, and if raters are accurate in their perceptions of
ratees, then inter-judge agreement, in the form of correlations among sets of ratings issuing from different
judges, will be an expression of the goodness of a set of ratings. Third, thê~jnost useful way to compare sets
of rating statements with each other lies in the comparisons which can ‘be,made among the summary
statistics produced by the ra’ings. If one accepts these assumptions, then it follows that the best way to
compare sets of rating descriptions is as it has frequently been done —the best set is that set which produces
lower means, larger standard deviations, and larger inIer.~udge correlation coefficients

7
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h owever , the foregoing assumptions are suh~ect to challenge. Taking them in order .
The evidence seems clear that lenienc~ and halo errors do occur. It is less clear how Important

these t~ o errors are in a family of other possible errors (e.g. . racial bias, low mater mt~Ivation . low
observahilil~ of the ratee , and others). It is also clear that t here is not a direct relationship between leniency
error and large r means or betwee n halo error and smaller standard deviations. A person who is good on one
dimensioti is m ore likely also to he good on whateve r other dl,nenskmns are being considered . ‘This is true
w hether the “gs dness” metric is derived from ratings. iron tests . or from any tit her reasonable source.
l’hereftire , some portion of “halo error ’’ may reflect true conditions, and be no erro r at all.

2. Inter-judge agreement may sometimes be a sufficient basis for comparing sets of rating
statements , hut it is not unusual for groups oi~udges to agree on a decision which additional fa:ts ShOW to
be in error. Ii one may postulate individual differences among raters in respect to their ability to perceive
ratee s accurate ly, which seems plausible, then one must agree that some raters will provide better ratings. If
sonic raters are better than ot hers, it seems naive to expect that their ratings of a given characteristic will
tall eternally at the mean of ratings given on that characteristic .

3. In this study, an approach is taken which provides a better basis for making comparisons across
rating sets than does the traditional psychometric comparison. The approach is const r ucted around the
concept si t ’ “hits”: that is, t he number of times a rater can correctly identify anonymous profiles of his
peers, constructed around various sets cmi descriptor state m ents.

II’ a rating statement is useful in describing a person, and if a group of raters can agree to some extent
on t he elevation of this characteristic in a ratee . then a profile of this ra t ee produced from a set of such
statements should be identitiable as a rating “picture” of that individual. If a group of raters can recognize
t he individuals whom their profiles describe, then it seems more likely that the set of prof iled
characteristics can be useful in evaluating or predicting the per formance of those individuals. The number
of “hits” (correct ly labeled profiles) should be useful in comparing one set of rating descriptions with
another.

One analysis was made using hits as the dependent variable. The number of hits. however, at least in
prior researc h (Curton, Ratliff . & Mullins. 1Q77). has proved so small that something more sensitive was
needed, A rater could conceivably misidentify the first profile considered: and that misidenti fi cati on could
cause him to miss the rest , even if only by a small margin or he could be so insensitive to personal
differences that he makes guess errors in aLl the identifications. The search for a sensitive measure of profile
identification led to the use of the rank-order correlation as a possibly m ore e ffective measure of
identi fication of peers than the simple count of correc t identifications.

If a rater trying to identify anonymous profiles of his pee rs is confronted with 15 profiles, three of
which have been rated very high on a particular characteristic, and if he believes correctly that peers B, II ,
and .1 arc the three in his peer group highest on this characteristic, he may not know which of the three is
peer B. He m ight specifically mididentify all three profiles, eve n though he has been correct in believing
that these three profIles, as a set , represent pee rs B, H. and i. Although he has come close, his number of
exact identifications, or hits, among these three profiles would be zero , no better than it w ould he for some
less astute rater who believed B, H, and J were the lowest three in the peer group on that characteristic, in
short , the “hits” measure contains no provision for crediting near m isses, hut the correlation between the
ranking of unidentified profiles and the ranking of his named peers on the success dimensions should
provide a continuum which the raw “hits” metric does not possess . A rank .ordcr correlation between there
two ranks should provide a sensitive measure of recognition far more powerful than the simple count of
matched profiles.

Data Analysis
In order to apply the iirefric described in the preceding paragraph, three rankings were collectem!.

First , an official ranking (OR) of the students , performed by the school, was available. Second. a ranking cml’
the anonymous profiles (UP) was collected. Finally, a ranking of seminar members 1w their peers (PR) was
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collected. This ranking was made using only a list of peer names, not prof iles, and was made according to
predictions of success in training.

The UP and PR rankings were group average I3nks derived by summing all of the assigned ranks for
each person in his seminar group, then converting that total sum of ranks back to a rank order ranging from
I to 13 or 14 depending on the seminar’s group ~ ..e. These average ranks, UP and PR, represented a group
conscensus on the perception of each seminar member by the group. The Official Class Rank (OR) was
determined by class standing on four exams (3)2 points), drill evaluation (25 points), student evaluation
(25 points), and communication skills (38 points).

Rank.order correlations for each rater were computed for the following purposes:
I. Correlation between unidentified profile ranking and named peer rankings (UP-PR)--One

corre lation coefficient was computed for each rater and was viewed as a more sensitive measure of hits than
is the number of exact identifications of unlabeled profiles. This produced a new variable, the logic of
which was explained above.

2. Correlation between unidentified profile rankings and official class rank (UP.OR)—One
correlation coefficient for each rater. This variable indicates how well the rater can evaluate the operational
criterion (OR) in terms of the statements available. Differences in effectiveness among the statement sets
should be revealed in differences between the sizes of the average correlation coefficients. Average
correlation coefficients across groups could have been computed by summing the numerators in the rho
formula (6~ d2) and dividing by the sum of the denominators [N(N2 — 1)1. The squared deviations (d2)
were used in the analysis of variance (ANOVA) since in this instance it provided a simpler and more
accurate measurement variable in examining rank order effect than did the correlation coefficients
themselves.

3. Correlation between names peer rankings and official class rank (PR.OR)—One for each rater. The
average of this correlation coefficient would normally indicate the efficiency of peer ratings in predicting a
criterion. In this case, however , there was considerable evidence that most of the subjects were well aware
through intra-group discussion of how their peers had done on previous tests and were consequently aware
of how they stood on the overall class evaluation. In short, they were ranking on direct information about
their peers rather than on judgment based on indirect knowledge.

The primary analysis included testing to see if significant differences existed in terms of hits and the
other dependent variables among the three treatment conditions. Since each seminar group was randomly
assigned to one of the three treatment conditions, the experimental design resulted in the nesting of three
seminar groups under each treatment conditions. The hierarchical design (Nested Factors) is usually used to
test the effects among a number of treatments in certain types of experimental situations (Winer , 1962).
Typical examples include investigating drug effects among a number of hospitals, studying teaching
methods among a number of schools, or studying training methods among different individuals,

The hierarchical ANOVA is an efficient method of studying such experimental situations because it
avoids multiple t-tests or non-orthogonal comparisons (Hays, 1963), The two-w ay hierarchical ANOVA in
this experiment is also a more powerful statistical test than a one-way ANOVA that only tests for treatment
effects, ignoring any group effects, In this design, the nested facto -s are controlled by statistical procedures.
In many experimental situations, it is dangerous to assume that cert ain nested factors have no significant
influence on treatment effects.

Two sources of variation were observed in the experimental data. The treatment effect was of
primary interest, whereas the seminar group affiliation was of secondary interest. The null hypothesis, i.e.,
no difference between treatment means, was tested for both investigated sources of variation, The analysis
of both sources of variation was accomplished by performing a two-way hierarchical ANOVA for
experiments with unequal cell sizes, using the least’squares procedural method described by 11mm and
CarLson (1975).

“Hits” and the sum of the squared differences between UP and PR rankings, UP and OP rankings,
and PR and OR rankings were the dependent variables used in the ANOVA analysis to determine whether

9
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significan t differences existed ar’ ~ng tTeatment conditions. The squared dilferences between rank orderings
were used rat her than the ramik’o rder correlations since the squared differences provided a ~impler and more
accurate measurement variab le ur examining rank order similarity.

111. R1SLJ UI’S AN)) DISCUSSION

l’he hierarchical ANOVA summary for “hits .” or correct iden t it lcation of profiles is shown in Table
I. As expected . the “hit” measurement variab le showed no significant differences among treatments. In
essence, t he rating “picture ” for eac h individual produced by the three different sets of rating statements
were equal in their descriptive power. However , seminar group effects within treatments were significant at
the .01 level (Table I). Table 2 shows the summary results of hits for seminar groups within treatments.

Table 1. Analysis of Variance of Number of “Hits” (Correct Profile
Identifications) by Treatment and Seminar Group

Source Sum of Squares df Mean Square F

Treatment 6 .215 2 3.107 .349
Seminar Groups Within Treatments 53.42 1 6 3.903 3.247
Error(With in Groups) 304.379 111 2.742

Signilicjnm at .01 level.

Table 2. Number of Profile Identifications (Hits) by Treatment
and by Seminar Group

Treatment I Treatment 2 Tre*tment 3
(Seminar Group) (Semin ar Group) (Seminar Group)

Resu lts F S A C £ 54 B D G

Group
Total N 13 14 13 14 13 13 13 13 14
Total Hits 24 47 45 32 26 48 23 29 42
Mean Hits 1 .86 3.36 3.46 2.29 2.00 3.69 1.77 2.23 3.00
SD Hits 1 .63 1,82 237 1.90 1 .68 1.55 130 1.30 .96

Treatment
TotaI N 40 40 40
Total Hits 116 106 94
Mean Hits 2.90 2.65 235
SD Hits 2.05 1.83 1.27

1-Ratios
Treatments I vs. 2 Comparison = •574”~Treatments 1 vs. 3 Comparison t = I .44”~Treatments 2 vs. 3 Comparison = 85ns

= not significant.

The average rank-order correlations between the pairs of rankings appear in Table 3. Using Ferguson’s
(1966) table of significance for Spearman rhos, 25 of the possible 27 rhos were significant at the .05 level.
Furthermore, most of the nine correlations possible in each treatment group were significant at the .01 level
21 in all), and only one correlation in each of treatments 11 and Ill was not significant. All correlations
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Table 3. Rank Order Correlations Among Unidentified Profile Rankings,
Peer Rankings, and Official Kink by Treatment and by Seminar Group

Tr eatments
I (Worker ) II (TieS) Iii (Trait)

Rank Ord.. Seminar Group, Seminar Groupa Seminar Groups
Comparisons P I A C £ H B 0 0

UP anJ PR .58° 86°° .87°° ,85°° .86°’ .90’° 79~~ .90°’ ~~~UP and OR .52° ‘11CC .82°° .43 .65° 85°° .37 .72’° .70”
PR and OR .87*5 93CC 97CC 57* 79CC 94CC 74CC 795* 97*5
Totai N 13 14 13 14 13 13 13 13 14

Note Critical values of rho, the Spearman rank correlation, were obtained from Ferguson (1966). Table C, p. 414.
‘Significant at .05 level,

“Significant at .01 level.

demonstrated a similar pattern of significance in each of the three treatment conditions. The three rank
order comparisons showed a high degree of agreement. This data analysis suggested that no one type of
rating statement was superior for use in performance appraisal instruments. The purpose of these rank-order
comparisons was to see whether the pattern of significance under each treatment was generally similar or
different. However, the most definitive test for determining differences between treatments was the
hierarchical ANOVA analysis,

Tables 4 to 6 show the hierarchical ANOVA summary for comparison of the rating statement
treatment conditions with respect to the squared difference between the following rank.order comparisons:
UP-PR, UP-OR, and PR.OR. The ANOVA results showed no significant difference between treatment
conditions as reflected by the squared differences between the UP-PR rankings (viewed as a more sensitive
measure of identification of unlabeled profiles), the UP-PR rankings (which indicate how well the rater can
evaluate the operational cnterion in terms of given stimulus statements), and the PR-OR rankings (normally
indicating the efficiency of peer ratings in predicting a criterion).

Table 4. Analysis of Variance of Squared Deviations between Unidentified
Profile Rankings and Peer Rankings by Treatment and by Seminar Group

Sourc e Sum of Squar es Mean squar e F

Treatment 9396.114 2 4698.057 .117
Seminar Groups Within Treatments 24 1470.876 6 40245.146 4,722°
Error (Within Groups) 945985.099 Ill 8522.388

Signiflcant at .01 level.

Table S. Analysis of Variance of Squared Deviations between Unidentified
Profile Rankings and Official Rankings by Treatment and by Seminar Group

Sourc e Sum of Squ ires df Mean Square P

Treatment 12127.327 2 6063.663 .0922
Seminar Groups Within Treatments 394330,700 6 65721.783 13.051°
Error (Withln Groups) 558976.730 III 5035.836

°Slgnfflcant at .01 level.
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Th1J1e A. Analysis of Variance of Squared Deviations between Peer Rankings
and Official Rankings by Treatment and by Seminar Group

Sum ci Square s di Mean Square. P

I’reatiiients I I9 2~ .1 .Obt) 2 S%3 I .53() ,7tt~
)

Scimitar (~ft’UI)t W ithin ‘l’icstments 4tt S l~)tt,0l S 6 7753 2 .btt$ lb. 160’
I’ t ro t (Within (~iuupa) .S.12553.Stttt III 47’)7 .780

sot si (it li’vi I.

the PR-O R iank order coe t’tlcieiit , twwevei , cannot he considered an unbiased indicator since there
was considerable evidence that most suh~ects were ranking on information based on knowledge of test
ier forma,ic~ acquired t hrough tnt ra.gr0u~

) associat ~nhi , ralhei than judgint ,it h~~t1 solely oii ohservat~on of
pet’i activit ies and traits.

Allhough no significant rank -order differen ces were found betwee n treatment condilloiis, as re flected
by the squared thil~re:ices of the various parts of rankings, the dift~rencea between seinintu groups w ithin
treatments on all three ANOVA analyses were significant at the .01 level (Tables 4,5, and 6). This was an
unexpected finding because each sem inar group was raudomty assigiiod to one of the three Ireatinent
conditions. The results demonstrated that no one type of content ratii ig statement was superior to aity
ot her in d eter m ining rank~orde, differences.

The data analyses showed nat the statenients itivestigated here yielded no slgnifieamfl advant ages for
one set of stat emmien ts over another. It makes no difference whether the rat ing stat ement s are task -or ient ed ,

worker-oriented , ot tra it .ortentcd. ‘flits si tidy inovides additional evidence that the doubts of Bell, (loll,
and lloy t ( l’)63), Listiman and L)unnette (11)75), and Kavanagh , MacKinney , and Woflins (1~)7 I) about the
superiority o f  joh.oi ient~d dimensions over trait~one.ntetl dimensions were well founded. As Kavanagh

1971) conclu ded from his ~unprehensive literature review of perlonuance appraisal studies , there is ito
reason to assume the superiority of job-oriented statements over tra it- o riented statements. The selection of
rating statements for inclusion iii pert~trinaisce appraisal devices should prututrily he determined by cost
considerations. (‘ost considerations lend to tavo trait -onented statements in most situations , since t he Fib
analysts required to obtain tas.k.oriented atid worker -oriented st a t e’nteut s is costly antI time eoiisritiiim~g
Moreover , trail.orsented statements are also more generalliabk across different occupations than is elthem
tas k-oriented ot worker.oriented statements.

1 Inlike many prior studies, t ins study does not conclude with a comlenonallon of ’ judgmental rat ing
statements. This study suggests that peer group person-oriented statements are as effect ive as job desciiplive
statements when the standard is an external criterion, such as the ability to recogniie t~~rs front
unirkmitifled profiles or the’ ability to predict their official class rank.

An unexpected finding was the significant effect associated with seminar gntu~~ on all p~rfitnnetf
ANOVAS, particularly since all seminar groups were ran domly assigned to each treatment condition. The
ilimportance of recognh/ing and controlling for group ef fe cts in such pe’it’ormance evaluation studies is

evident. Investigated treatment variables m i g ht easily become conta m inated by group effect s leading to
inaccurate results and conclusions. The reasons kir these significant group effects are unknown, although
such intra.grtnt p variables as morale , leadership, and attitude are possible causal influences.

It may be that Performance appraisal research emphasis has not beets placed on the inent impomtant
variables. Perhaps there ate en vironm ental influences that affect perform ance ratings more than vaiiahles
attributable to the appraisal device. Perhaps such issues as content , format , rate, etc., are relat ively
unimportant as compared to these other variables. A need also exist s t ot broaden the research focus In
perfoirumance appraisa l stud ies focusing on criteria independent and external to the pertormuatic e appraisal
device.
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IV. SUMMARY ANt) (‘t)NCLUSK)NS

Three ditfcrerii kin ds ot’ rating stimulus statem ents . dit iering along a dimension of ’ trait-orient ed to

task-oriented descriptions, were com pared in a context which permitted the com upam isonS to be made in
terms of criteria external to the ratings. No evidence’ of superiomity was found t’or amiy of the three sets .
although many significant correlations with various ex te mm ua l criteria we’re obtained in all three e’xpe rimcntal
conditions.

Significant differences were also found among the three mating suh.groups com prising each of ’ the
three treat m ent groups although these rating sub-groups were assigned randomly to the three treatment
groups. The importance of controlling for group effects in jiee’t group studies was rioted.
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WO RKER-ORIENTED RATI NG DIMENSIONS

Well
Below Above Above Out-
Aver age Avera ge Average Average Average

1. Military appearance (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

2. Participates in class
activities (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

3. Communicates clearly by
oral and written methods. . .  (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

4. Amount of assistance to
peers in work assignments .. (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

5. Completes work in a timely
manne r (A) (B) (C) (D) (B)

6. Follows provided
instructions (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

7. Takes accurate notes (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

8. Competence in analyzing
work assignments (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

9. Awareness of safety
pre caut ions (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

10. Studies well on his own. . .  (A) (B) (C) (D) (B)
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TASK-ORIENTED RATING DIMENSIONS

Well
Below Above Above Out-
Average Average Average Average standing
Effec tive— Effective— Effective — Effective— Effective-
ness ness ness ness ness

1. Knows UCMJ pro-
grammed text (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

2. Contributes examples
in seminar on Disci-
pline and Unity of
Command (A) (B) (C) ( D )  (E)

3. Promotes and
organizes Community
Project (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

4. Analyzes courts—
martial case study (A) (B) (C) (D) (B)

5. Participates in
Foreign Policy role
playing (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

6. Understands reasons
for nonalignment of
uncommitted nations . (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

7. Knows history of
Al uniform (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

8. Applies the six—step
approach to problem
solving (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

9. Knows how to plan a
conference (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

10. Researches topic for
Persuasive Speech.. (A) (B) (C) (D) (B)
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TRAIT-ORIENTED RATING DIMENSIONS

Well
Below Above Above Out-
Average Average Average Average standing

1. Honesty — straightforward
and truthful in dealing
with others (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

2. Ambition - works hard ,
accepts challenges (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

3. Dependability — does
assigne d tasks con-
scientiously without
close supervision (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

4. Punctuality — promp t
in keeping engagements... (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

5. Quality of work — per-
forms work accurately
and effectively (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

6. Quan’tity of work —

produces a large amount
of work that meets
req uirement standards.... (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

7. Initiative - originates
and achieves goals on
his own (A) (B) (C) (D) (B)

8. Adaptability — changes
attitude and behavior
to meet the demands of
the situation (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

9. Originality — creative ,
thinks of new solutions
to old problems (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

10. Agreeableness — gets
along well with fellow
worker s, well liked (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)
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